REMARKS 

In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration and further 
examination are respectfully requested. 

I. Amendments to the Specification and Abstract 

The specification and abstract have been reviewed and revised to improve their English 
grammar. The amendments to the specification and abstract have been incorporated into a 

substitute specification and abstract. Attached are two versions of the substitute specification 
and abstract, a marked-up version showing the revisions, as well as a clean version. No new 
matter has been added. 

II. Amendments to the Drawings 

As mentioned above, proposed drawing amendments are submitted herewith under a 
separate cover letter. 

Figures 4 and 6 have been amended to correct a typographical error. Specifically, Figure 
4 has been amended to replace the word "MASETER" with the word "MASTER" (see below 
S27). Figure 6 has also been amended to replace the word "MASETER" with the word 
"MASTER" (see below S46). 

These drawing amendments are editorial in nature and do not add new matter to the 
application. 
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III. Amendments to the Claims 

Independent claims 24, 31 and 39 have been amended to clarify features of the invention 
recited therein and to overcome the rejections discussed below. 

Further, it is also noted that claims 24-29, 31-37 and 39-45 have been amended to make a 
number of editorial revisions thereto. These editorial revisions have been made to place the 
claims in better U.S. form. Further, these editorial revisions have not been made to narrow the 
scope of protection of the claims, or to address issues related to patentability, and therefore, these 
amendments should not be construed as limiting the scope of equivalents of the claimed features 
offered by the Doctrine of Equivalents. 

IV. 35 U.S.C. § 112, Second Paragraph Rejections 

Claims 24-46 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Specifically, the Examiner stated that that the limitations "preceding device" and 
"successive device" are vague and indefinite. This rejection is believed clearly inapplicable to 
amended claims 24-46, since claims 24-46 have been amended to clarify the relationship 
between the data transmission device, the preceding device and the successive device. 
Specifically, independent claims 24, 31 and 39 have been amended to recite that the data 
transmission device (node) receives an electric signal only fi-om a preceding device (node) and 
the data transmission device (node) transmits an electric signal only to a successive device 
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(node). Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that, in view of the above-mentioned amendments, 
the limitations regarding the preceding device (node) and successive device (node) are no longer 
vague and indefinite. 

Additionally, the rejection states that the limitation "a device on the network detects 
cessation of a signal from another device" is vague and indefinite. Specifically, the rejection 
states that the above-mentioned limitation may be interpreted in multiple ways such as 
degradation in power of the signal received, no signal received, and an electronic signal that 
corresponds to the end of communication. This portion of the above-mentioned rejection is 
respectfully traversed for the reasons discussed below. 

Initially, please note that, for clarification purposes, independent claims 24, 31 and 39 
have been amended to recite that the reception section (step) detects a cessation of the electric 
signal. Further, it is respectfully submitted that the word "cessation," by definition of Websters 
Unabridged Dictionary, means "a ceasing or discontinuance, as of action, whether temporary or 
final; a stop; as, a cessation of the war." 

Therefore, in view of the above, it is clear that the phrase "a cessation of the electric 
signal sent from . . . ." means that the electric signal that was once sent from another location is no 
longer being sent from the other location. Furthermore, it is noted that the specification explains 
that the phrase "detecting the cessation" means detecting the presence or absence of the 
electrical signal. Thus, in view of the above-stated definition of the word "cessation" and in 
view of the above-stated context/use of the word "cessation," it is respectfully submitted that 
detecting a cessation, as recited in independent claims 24, 31 and 39, is not vague and indefinite, 
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and it is submitted that a person of ordinary skill in the art would in fact understand the intended 
meaning of the word "cessation." 

In view of the above-mentioned claim amendments and remarks, withdrawal of the 
above-mentioned 35 US.C. § 1 12, second paragraph rejection is respectfully requested, since 
claims 24-46 satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 

V. 35 U.S.C. § 102 Rejection 

Claim 24-46 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by Ensslin et al. 
(U.S. 7,386,370). This rejection is respectfully traversed for the reasons discussed below. 

Specifically, please note that the PCX application of Ensslin was filed on August 6, 2003, 
but was not published in English. Thus, as indicated on the title page of the EnssUin patent, the 
U.S. § 371 date of Ensslin is September 12, 2005 and the first English publication of Ensslin was 
May 18,2006. 

In view of the above, please note that the PCT International Filing date of the present 
application is December 24, 2003, which is before the earliest effective date (i.e., September 12, 
2005) of Ensslin. Therefore, since the PCT International Filing date of the present application is 

before the earliest effective date of Ennslin, it is clear that the Ensslin reference should be 
removed as prior art. For the reasons discussed above, withdrawal of this 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) 
rejection is respectfully requested. 
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VI. Conclusion 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is submitted that the present application 
is now in condition for allowance and an early notification thereof is earnestly requested. The 
Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone to resolve any remaining issues. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Yuji MIZUGUCHI et al. 

/Andrew L Dun lap/ 

^ 2008.1 1.26 1 2:21 :00-05'00' 
By: 

Andrew L. Dunlap 

Registration No. 60,554 

Attorney for Applicants 

ALD/led 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1021 
Telephone (202) 721-8200 
Facsimile (202) 721-8250 
November 26, 2008 
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